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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -14 are pended for examination. 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to label figures 1 &2 are prior art 
(i.e. according to the specification, page 7, lines 10-14, figures 1&2 illustrated 
system of the know technique (prior art system). Corrected drawing sheets in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to 
avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement-drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted 
after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the 
examiner does not accept the changes, the applicant will be notified and 
informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection 
to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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5. The language of claims 1-10, and 12-14 raise a question as to whether the 
claim is directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to a technological art, 
environment or machine which would result in a practical application producing a 
useful, concrete, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter 
under 35 U.S.C. 101. For example, claims 1-10, and 12-14 recite stages of a 
process that can be done by a person as a mental step (stage) and/or using 
pencil and paper for assigning time frame, calculating time, and determining 
whether the quota (time frame) is expired. These claims 's limitations are not 
explicitly directed toward steps/stages being implemented on a computer, 
computer readable medium, or other statutory device and produced a concrete, 
useful, and tangible result. 

6. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention, 
appear to be comprised of software alone without claiming associated computer 
hardware required for execution, is not supported by either a specific and 
substantial asserted utility (i.e., transformation of data) or a well established utility 
(i.e., a practical application). Claim 1 1 is a system claim. However, the claim 
recite "a surveillance module", "function interface", "a time management unit", 
and "a scheduler" are software per se, not stored on a computer-readable 
medium in manner to enable to read executed and cause a computer to realize 
its functionality and provide a useful, concrete and tangible result. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter in which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lacks antecedent basis: 

i. the tasks - claims 1,10; 

ii. the generation of a clock pulse - claim 5; 

iii. the duration of the observation window - claim 7; 

iv. the maximum use duration of the central resource unit - 
claim 8; 

v. the termination - claim 8; 

vi. the beginning of the window - claim 1 0; 

vii. the end of the window- claim 10; 

viii. the sanctioned tasks - claim 10; 

ix. the code - claim 11; 

b. The claim language in the following claims is not clearly 
understood: 



i. 



as per claim 1 , lines 1-2, it is uncertain how is "a set of fixed 



adjustable duration windows" are defined (i.e. based on what 



standard, criteria). Line 



9, it is not clearly understood what is meant 



by "a central resource unit" (i.e. time, duration). Lines 3-10, it is 
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uncertain what is the relationship between allocation stage, 
calculation stage, and sanction stage (i.e. the sanction stage is 
depend on the calculation stage to determine whether the quota 
exceed or not, but there is no where in the claim limitation recite 
that). 

ii. as per claim 7, line 3, it is uncertain how is the step of "the 
duration of the observation window is configured" is performed (i.e. 
based on what criteria, standard). 

iii. as per claim 9, lines 3-4, it is not clearly understood what is 
meant by "a sanction is applied if the time spend is longer than 
maximum allocated time" (i.e. the time spend of the first task). 

iv. as per claim 14, lines 7-8, it is not clearly understood what is 
meant by " at least a portion of said second task is guarantee to be 
processed during said remaining time quota" (i.e. how much is a 
portion). Lines 1 1-12, it is not clearly understood what is meant by 
" sanction at least a portion of said first task to a subsequent 
observation window " (i.e. how much is a portion, unexecuted part of 
the task,, how can a portion of a task change priority). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
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be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-11, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shi et al. (hereafter Shi) (U.S. Patent No. 6757897), and in 
view of Baker-Harvey (U.S. Patent No. 6385638). 

4. Baker-Harvey was cited in the last office action. 

5. As per claim 1 , Shi teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including a real time multi-task operating process (abstract, lines 1-5), said 
process including: 

an allocation stage, in each observation window, of a maximum execution 
duration for each task, during which a scheduler guarantees at least a minimum 
execution time for lower priority tasks (fig. 4; abstract, lines 10-32; col. 12, lines 
43-67; col. 13, lines 1-18); 

a calculation stage for the time used by each task during each observation 
window (abstract, lines 10-15; col. 14, lines 34-53; col. 21, lines 44-67); 

a sanction stage during which the tasks which exceed their quota in a 
given observation window are sanctioned and can only return to a central 
resource unit during the following observation window (col. 13, lines 20-67; col. 
14, lines 1-12). 
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Shi did not specifically teach a set of fixed adjustable duration observation 
windows. 

6. However, Baker-Harvey teaches a set of fixed adjustable duration 
observation windows (fig. 2; col. 3, lines 30-46; col. 4, lines 35-36). 

7. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have combined the teaching of Shi and Baker-Harvey 
because Baker-Harvey teaching of a set of fixed adjustable duration observation 
windows would improve the integrity of Shi's system by providing information to 
the processor resource distributor to determining a schedule for allocating 
processor time to each of the applications/tasks (Baker-Harvey, col. 3, lines 44- 
46). 

8. As per claim 2, Shi teaches the invention substantially as claimed in 
claimed 1, in which during the calculation stage a value supplied by a global 
software counter is used, said value being refined by adding to it the time passed 
since a last clock pulse read at one go in a material counter (col. 14, lines 34-53; 
col. 18, lines 4-67); 

9. As per claim 3, Shi teaches a reallocation stage having a first reallocating 
point existing in a scheduling code, a second reallocating point existing in a clock 
pulse process interruption program; said program, with a higher priority than all 
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system tasks enabling the calculation of the time spent by the task in progress 
and to sanction it if its quota is exceeded (col. 22, lines 13-67; col. 23, lines 1-67; 
col. 24, lines 1-10); 

10. As per claim 4, Shi teaches the sanction stage takes place during a task 
change (col. 13, lines 52-65). 

11. As per claim 5, Shi teaches the sanction stage takes place during the 
generation of a clock pulse (col. 14, lines 34-53). 

12. As per claim 6, Shi teaches the sanction stage consists of a reduction in 
task priority, a stoppage or destruction of the task (col. 13, lines 52-65; col. 14, 
lines 34-53). 

13. As per claim 7, Baker-Harvey further teaches a start-up in which: a 
plurality of reallocation procedures are started (col. 5, lines 58-60); a supervision 
task is launched (col. 7, lines 44-45, lines 60-62); and the duration of the 
observation window is configured (col. 5, lines 60-62). 

14. As per claim 8, Shi teaches: 

during a creation of a first task: the maximum use duration of the central 
resource unit in the observation window and the sanction to be applied in event 
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of overshoot is configured, surveillance of this first task is launched (col. 17, lines 
16-67; col. 18, lines 1-24); 

during the termination of this first task; and the surveillance of said first 
task is inhibited (col. 18, lines 25-35); 

the time spent by the first task during the observation window is calculated 
(abstract, lines 10-15; col. 14, lines 34-53; col. 21, lines 44-67); and 

a sanction is applied if the time spent by the first task is longer than the 
maximum allocated time (col. 13, lines 20-67; col. 14, lines 1-12). 

Baker-Harvey teaches during switching of this first task to another task: 
event is dated (table 3), starting time of said another task is recorded (table 3). 

1 5. As per claim 9, Shi teaches a sanction is applied if the time spent is longer 
than the maximum allocated time (col. 18, lines 36-41). 

1 6. As per claim 1 0, Baker-Harvey further teaches at the beginning of the 
window the time spent for the tasks is put at zero (table 2), at the end of the 
window the sanctioned tasks are rehabilitated (col. 8, lines 57-61). 

1 7. As per claim 1 1 , Shi teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including a surveillance module which contains the code of a rerouting procedure 
for putting in place rerouting points, a time management unit, and a scheduler 
configured to guarantee a desired amount of processing time for a lower priority 
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task in each processing window (fig. 6, col. 22, lines 13-67; col. 23, lines 1-67; 
col. 24, lines 1-9). 

Shi did not specifically teach a functions interface accessible by a 
supervision task. 

18. However, Baker Harvey teaches a functions interface accessible by a 
supervision task (col. 3, lines 31-34). 

1 9. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have combined the teaching of Shi and Baker-Harvey 
because Baker-Harvey teaching of a functions interface accessible by a 
supervision task would improve the integrity of Shi's system providing an 
environment for the processor resource distributor to utilize the information for 
determining a schedule for allocating processor time to each applications/tasks 
(Baker-Harvey, col. 3, lines 30-46). 

20. As per claim 14, Shi teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including a method for providing a real time operating process for multiple tasks 
(abstract, lines 1-5), the method comprising: 

allotting a time quota in a first observation window to a first task having a 
high priority designation (fig. 4; abstract, lines 10-32; col. 12, lines 43-67; col. 13, 
lines 1-18); 
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allotting a remaining time quota in said first observation window to a 
second task having a priority designation lower than said first task where as at 
least a portion of said second task is guaranteed to be processed during said 
remaining time quota (fig. 4; abstract, lines 10-32; col. 12, lines 43-67; col. 13, 
lines 1-18); 

calculating an amount of time said first task is processed in said first 
observation window (abstract, lines 10-15; col. 14, lines 34-53; col. 21, lines 44- 
67); and 

sanctioning at least a portion of said first task to a subsequent observation 
window when said calculated amount of time exceeds said time quota in said first 
observation window (col. 13, lines 20-67; col. 14, lines 1-12). 

Shi did not specifically teach a plurality of time sensitive observation 
windows wherein said tasks are processed when in said observation windows. 

21 . Baker-Harvey teaches a plurality of time sensitive observation windows 
wherein said tasks are processed when in said observation windows (fig. 2; col. 
3, lines 30-46; col. 4, lines 35-36). 

22. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have combined the teaching of Shi and Baker-Harvey 
because Baker-Harvey teaching of a plurality of time sensitive observation 
windows wherein said tasks are processed when in said observation windows 
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would improve the integrity of Shi's system by providing information to the 
processor resource distributor to determining a schedule for allocating processor 
time to each of the applications/tasks (Baker-Harvey, col. 3, lines 44-46). 

23. Claims 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shi et al. (hereafter Shi) (U.S. Patent No. 6757897), and in view of Baker- 
Harvey (U.S. Patent No. 6385638), as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, in view 
of Delseny et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6275767). 

24. Delseny was cited in the last office action. 

25. As per claims 12-13, Shi and Baker-Harvey teach the invention 
substantially as claimed in claims 1, and 10. However, Shi and Baker-Harvey did 
not specifically teach ATSU calculator. 

26. Delseny teaches the use of the process of the ATSU calculator (abstract, 
lines 1-12; col. 4, lines 22-59). 

27. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have combined the teaching of Shi, Baker-Harvey, 
and Delseny because Delseny 's ATSU calculator would expand the usage of Shi 
and Barker-Harvey's system by managing links between certain aircraft 
equipment and the ground/board communication means (abstract, lines 1-4). 
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Conclusion 



28. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Jennifer N. To whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3774. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 7AM- 4:30 PM, 
F 7AM- 3:30 PM. 

29. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

30. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



Jennifer N To 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2195 




